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Remmbrance of research past i8 always a somewhat painful

process. If one knew then. . .another statistical method, a

.laiger sample perhaps. . .the list of possibilities unexplored

has no limit. .11appily,'Dunkin and Bkddle's (19.74) publicatiori

of 'The analysis of teaching protided a motel that can be applied

Description of Teachei-Verbal Mediation and of Children's

. Verbal Coding i,n Selected Early Childhood Classrooms ", a field,

exploraion complete id n- 1974. -;Teacher's verbal mediatiOn was

the independent variable and children classroom perfgrmance of
4

speechcoding was the-dependent variable. -The.presage variable

was mediatingtalk, the contexts were grouping, .eurriculum,

child .chatacteristics,'caassroom cond. o and teaching style.
. ".

The 'product was child talk, .classified as elaborated or res..4.jcted

coding-.(Sc..e page 2

The researchimpetus was derived, from two sources j,.. The
.

first was the sociolinguistic studies of Easil.Bernstein. (1958',

`1970, 1972, 1974)%. He identified maprn'al talk as one context

for children's verbal coding. A st.lselliuent studyof children's

6chool4talk,bY his.Colleagues,"the gahaganS.(197,,), related

behool Language both to maternal mediation and to a new language

program bat Omitted any description of teacher talk as a

'probable. context for children's 'verbal Coding performance in

.'school. .This researchke in an attempt to extend Bernstein's

sociolinguistic TeSeareli,explored the association of teacher

verbal.mediation as a context for children's coding.

The second theoretical. basis comes from- the body of class-
, .
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room interaction material rhich most certainly provided chbips
C'i,

froma multitude of instruments. A synthesis of .a small plWon

of Bernstein's sociolinguistic studies*with a category sy4tem
4 .

.

<,r

from classrborri interaction studies enabled the researche to

describe the verbal behaviors of children and teachers early

childhood classrooms.

Teacher verbal behavior was described using six "c tegories

chosen from 'Flanders (1970) and subsequently modified y AMidon

and Hunter (19.67) and by Hough (1967). They are:
1

T 1. Identifics,'expressesleeling (affe t) /

2. Acknowledges and/or praises learne or
H learner's work .

High

Mating

a: Identifies criteria for prair-
ledgmerq;

b. Does not identifycriterid

f acknov-
. .

.
. .

3. Sustains, extends students' ideas by repeating,
0

. questioning, clarifying or developing
Ii` )

4. Informs, lectures,'presents ideas

a. Uses reasons and explicit criteria

b. Implicit. Does not give.explanatiorOor
cr. criteria. c

.

.- .
1 .5. .Commandp (Imperatives); requirep one. answer,

. one behavior

R

L

Low.

lIedi-

ating

a. Appeals to individual

b. Appeals to status

6. Rejects individual or grqups as not conforming'
to status 'quo of time, place, school, teacher
age, race or other status-defiqed position

7. Otncr,

a



4

The categories of child talk were derived from Bernstein's

elaborated and restricted codes. Bernstein has maintained that

,:restricted and elaborated speech not.bnly have different origins
.

1
. .

abut also use diff6rent principles to regulate behavior. Re-,

available
.

..-stricted coding was available to all speakers, p4lal?orated coding
,i

. ,
.

was not : Difference in code accessibility was'paralled by
,

AIStinctions in thi6 form and,function-of language, Rorcxample,

an elaborated code user perceives langbage as a channel of

communication and at a means of cxpressinginforMation and

feeling. A'restricted bode user percelves language primarily as

an enforcement of the 'status quo both in, terms of r/Dle and of

social conformity. ;

Followifig are. the six Categories of child taiik used in

the research 'instrument, entitled R8LAB (restricked7ELABorated
A

code):

4,

b

a

N.

g

9



C

II

I

cs

Expressive statements, identiftho-,
acknowledges self

a. Use of "I"

b. Plans ahead, spgculates

Elaboioated 9. Role-taking statements indicating ,perception
of others

Code
10. Referential statements.(usesdescriptive

language includingone of the f011owing:
color, size,shape, texture, number, time,
Space).

a. Objects, events OUTSIDE of classroom

b. Objects,''events WITHIN classroom'

11. Use of-"WE" to fiescribe solidarity, kinship,
T family group feeling.

'Restricted 12. Pre-conthived response, prepared recitation,

Code
yes-no answers

13. Commands(Imperatives.)

a. With criteria and/or reasons

131* Without criteria and/or reasons

The Six teacher talk categories and the six child talk

categories-des&ribad above. comprised.-the.instrument R1 LAB. which

fieJd tested in. five classrooms to assure that .categories

were. mutually exclusive and could be reliably coded.
(Flanders l965)' (Scott 1955)

Inter-reliability was tesed twice producing reliability

co-efficients of .8.4. and The twelve RELAB categories were

7



6

'judged valid hi five university professors with recognized com-e

,

potence in either classroom interaction or linguistics-
1

When statistically significant relationships were examined

by analyses Of.varianceI the results demonstrated that when
0 4

teacher mediation was contrasted to contexts of ago sex, color,

socio-ecoriOmic status and reading level, the S_tronpest-variable

was teacher mediation in terms of children's elaborated coding

(Tables 4 - 12). Furthermore, greater numbers of children in

the classes of the higher mediating teachers not only made more

elaborated communications, but alsp the'greatest number of

restricted communicitions. That is, high mediation was associated

with both the greathst number of children talking and the higher

frequency of elaborated and restricted talk in nearly every

category. ,A.Ad most importdntly, more childgcn who could shift

codes were in the classroom of the highest mediating teacher

(Table 3) .

The second significant finding dealing with children's

Ylkoding was described when the relationship between teacher

mediation and the number of children 's elabOrated utterances

were examined in conjunction with the relationship between

social class and'elaborated coding, a significant interaction

was o;)tained. In the high-mediating teacher t' classrooms, the

means for the low socio - economic (Sts)- status and middle sociO-

economic subjects wegd'approximately.cOlual,. 42.65. 'In strih

contrast, within the low- mediating teacher's classroom an



,

7

elaborated utterance mean of 13.71 was obtained for thelow.SES

subjects and-a mean of 4.58 obtained for the higherSES.subjects

(Table 8).

The significant, relationship found betWeen teachers' verbal

mediation and the differential coding of middle-class and poor

children re-enforced the main thrust-of 5ernstein's sociolinguis-

tic studies. This finding, while conceptually intriguing must

be-tempered when the research design is analyzed from Dunkin, and
.

Biddlers-perspective. This research design shared with other

classroom interaction studies, a-small sample, a moderate

reliability co-efficient and jury evaluation of validity.

Although.an attempt was made to explore the complexity of class

room interaction by ddentification 'of many presage, content and

varidbles (see p. 2) severalaareas were nOtexaminede,

An important omission was teachers' formative and training

experiences. Moreover, there was ajack bf control Of child

charaqteristics in the sample and only minimal observations of-.

the teachers talk to:each child. Consequently, no exploration

of, the reverse effects of child characteristics on the teacher

was undertaken.

When analysis of varianceTbestd were administered to all six

teacher talk categories, a talk qattern emerged for high-mediating

- teachers: It mas, "Explicitness". .Personal explicitness, explicit.r

ness when informing, explicitness. as to rationale 'for obeying commands

and in making -appeals for_conformity on personal rather.Ehan on



1:4

Status bases ',(Table 2).

8

These findings not only difered frOm those. Of the Gahagans

(1970) who postulated no difference in teacher mediation' talk
.patterns but-may prove useful antidotes t.o that.frequently

identified teacher behavior labelled :'vagueness" by Dunkin and

Biddle.. 'Tile categories of teacher talk which formed the

paradigm of explicitness appear to be what. Dunkin and.Biddle

/call "trainable traits" (P. 400):
.

The concluding ritual callCfor replichtion win be omitted

in.favor of using. Dunkin and Biddle's.model for.classroom,

research Qs a linguist might. use it. .,If, for the purpose of

comparison, linguistic fuhctions can be assigned to, their four

variables and each of the four can be considered a constituent;

phrase; then presage variables become the nominative donstituent

context variables, are tHeh noun and verb modifier's, probess

variables are verbal Components and product variables are objects.

Thus providing us with a new 'syntax for the analysis of teaching.

Such an approach might help researchers articulate the deep struc-
111ture and transformations embdded in classroom intdractioh and

hopefully might everi inspire a single decla'rative sentence
on.

which would incorporate all of Dunkin and Biddle's variables as

constituent phrases. This would be a basis for the meta-language

needed to interpret classroom,discourse.

4.

10

114
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P Table 1

'R.EADING

CHILD CHARACTERISTICS
IN THE StLECTED

THfIEE: cLAssnoo:id

On or above grad o /eV

Delow grade level
COLOR

Non-white

White

SES

Low\

High

BIRTH oilman

. First
1,1 idea'

Lant

SEX

Female

Mal e

AGE

ir

aassroom Clansr.00m
, II

14 9

11 16

'1 . 17

24. 8

/

14 .

2.1.-. 11

13 . 14

2 8

10. 3

9 /25 15

0 10

5

6

7 f

6

15

.4

. 4
12,

Pt

s

a

Classroom .

s

11.1

14

12-

10

.

;3
12

2

I



Table 2

SUMMARY. RESULTS
OF ANALYSES
OF VARIANCE:

TEACHER TALK CATEGORIES

Idantifies and expr.esSes-
feelings

2A '.Acknowledges 'and/qr
, praises :TAr\i. th criteria

2B Aoknowledies and/or
praises wit,ithout criteria

;Extends :studstudent ideas
4A Informs witi criteria

InP.orms'Without criteria

9

M e
T.

i T2: r
.3. 7

. 5A C'Onimand_s
P ppeal)

$B Commands (status app6a1)

CA Rejects (with ctiiteria)
J6B, Rejects (without criteria)

1.04
2.39

T1 T2 T3
6;Q.5"

, T2 Ti T3
5-0?**

T2 Ti
4.0* . 11. 6 11.0

.T3 T2 'n
c 1 4.1

4

MEDIATION
Ti T2 T3

64 44

aileans *ere rank ordered when F ratio was signifioant.
Each underlining `defines one subset. ry

TTeacher:

p



4

Table 3

CATEGORY USE IN TIMMS OF
STATEMENTS" MADE AND

NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHO TAMED

a.

8)3
9A
9B

10A
10B

.11

Caassroara C;Lassroom11::
A L

Classroom AU

69
47

65
73

A

'

20i 25 -1.86 23
75 -20 63 17

177 24 177 24
53 14 53. 14

210 25 202 24
403 25 324' 25

170
37

1211-
36

. 134
252

..21
10'
17
10
16
23:

11A.
11B
12
13A
1313

87 24 '66 18
70 20 , 56 16

`336 25 -266 25
60 18 24 21
21 11 28 7

54
38

180
85
12

15
11
25
9
2

57
47.

48
200

Total

N.E. A

3. 9 .
1696 1445

'ftmber of stat&enta mode.

1124

13 - Nwaber of ohildren who mad'e statements.

14
r
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Table .5
a

NIS and Te.rs FOR SIGNIFICANT
MAIN LFFECTS,.TOTAL NUMBER_,
OF ELABORATED UTTERANCES

-

,Analysis A AnalySisB

SES

Low .25 2;45. 24
bs

27.34

Middle 48 41.94: ;24 41.89

, -

Teacher Mediation

-Low '25 28.31 25 28.31.
a

Highs 48 42.37 23 404.92

Table 6

Nts-apd 3bsAFOR SIGNIFICANT_
MAIN EFFECTS,

TOTAL NUMBER OF UTTERANCES

Analysis A .1111.
N

Analysis B

Low

Middle

25

48

48.15 24

62.97 24

46.14

60.85

10



Table 7

Nts and Tos-17011 IGNIFICANT
MAIN- EFFECTS, ELABORATION RATTO.SCORES.

..,:.

--4,
Lots,..-'t.(5w

.

sa.si A . Analysis B -

X NN

25

50
.

.

}lediatigni°

.50 25

.70 25
.

..-52

.71

AieadingLcvel

37 ''..57 27 .58 '.

38 .65 '23 .66

.-..8Es

25 ` .57 24 .57

48 : .65 24 .e7,

High
,,,,,

14.4'
ilv .

Grade

4

. Below
,

On ar Aboy.611Grader.

. Low

',

Middle
,,

Female

-Male..

am.
4

,:i -Sexes
)

Not plough data

aTrend p .10 .05

bThe..Average Mediation Mean obtained from the5 anal ses'is presented.
aboire., For the. A Analyses, the' low mediation range was .502.5032,
the high mediation range was .675-.710; Tor the B A4alyses, the lop

. mediation-range was .502-.525, the high mediation range was :700-
..715.

T.B. Analysis A based on Classrdoms I'and II vs. 114
Analysis B-based on Clasuboms II. vs. III. .

Jw

1.7



a

/

r

.Table e

s and 72i s. FOR SIGNIFICANT
Tel x. X SES INTERACTIONS

A Analysis 13 Anal, sis

.SES Lelmas Low End. High Ned. Low Ned. Nee. .

N .7)-c IJ 7

/lumber of Elaborated Utterances

Low 14 14.07 11 42.82 14 14.07 10 40.60

:11ddle 11 4.55 37 42.32 11 LA.55 11 41..23

Total Number of Utterances.

. Low
-k

.14 33.57 11 62.73 , .14°..33.57- 10.
0

.8.70,

idd le 11' 66:0Q 37 59.95 al ,.66.00 .13' 55..69.

Elaboration Ratio

Low 14 -.43 11 .70 ,14. .43 10 ...71

riddle' 11 .62
i,

37 .68 ]j .62 13 . .72

18

,



Table 9

SUMMARY RESULTS,
ITT&RACTION IN 3-WAY AV's
.1A i

ti

Variables (A Analy6is)
tt

2 3. 4

Fctfk F p

TM x SES x Sex

TH'x SES x Rd. Lev.

TM x AgeLx f)d. Lev.

3.02
k,

1.73'

.56

,08
,',

.19
'---"s'

.53

4.19

1.35

2.37

, .

.04

.25

.12.

4.61
.

:26

1.35

.
.03

.62
.

.25

1.22

8.56

1.16

.65

.005

.28

N.B. Variable 1 Number of E1abevated.ritterances,i,
. . 2 ,NutbercT Res:tr$eted.; Utterances.

TotaI Number of. Utterances
4 Elaborated: Ratio"

N.*

Table 10

N's x Ts FOR SIGNIFICANT AND TREND INTERACTIONS

Low Mediation High Mediation
N Id 5.....

Belot Grade 16

Elaboration. Ratio Store

11 .69

ts On or Above Grade 9 .60 14 .72

TM x SES x Reading Level

Low SES

Below:Grade, 12 .38 .70

On Grade 2 . -75 3 .72

Middle SES

Below Grade 4 .71 12 .66

On Grade , , .69
19



c

TABLE li

ANOUET OF nEDIATION.
RECI.J.VHD 2HLLD AND .CHILD'S LANGUAGE1SCORES-

T(36.,1:t I UET

23

Med:- Lou :led,

. 1 0 '

-;96 .29*

TABLE la#.

ELAT1ONS AMONG -
CHII: ERISTIC VARIABLES

Sex Rd, 4-- { SES-; # Sib..

Sex'

Si.

Rd cr

S

il Sib.

0.- -17

C

-.28 1-4-

414.++

-26 '

-.17

13

02

07

.08

07

'02

- .26

03

20
V
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RAW DATA TEAdIER TALK

Table. Teacher by High Mediating StatementS Group 1:1)

Mediating Categories

Teaohei7 1 2A 28 . 3 4A Totals

1
-

1 8 12 28
r

]8 59

..

2 0 2 0.0
$:', 3 . 10

3 0 0 o o '',. G- 0

s,' 1 10. '.3.2 25: 21.

11able. Teacher by )(Th MecLiating _Statements- Group

tip
edia.ting Categories

.

:4"

Teacher 1- '2A '28 .3- S 10 .114a ls:,
,

1 7 8 0 10 2 27
2 ..Q 1 0 11' 3 15
a . 0 l t. 1 5 46 12

Tot als . 7 . 1 ' 26 11 d-%

Table. Teacher by High Mediating Statqmonts -,Group `l0
\,,

Medi a t i no Ca tr!gpr ieS

.Teacher 1 2A . 2B 3 4A Totals
1 4 5 0 .J7 14 40
2 11 8 0 15 , 23 57
3 . 8 ' 21 . 27. 2.4 9 ' 89

Totals 23 34 27 56 46

0.

Table. Te'aier by High Mediating Statements

,

Mediating Categories'

Teacher 1 ;2A

1

.2

3 8 9
` A.

Totals . 2,0 4k 24

- Group (Whole?;. ass)

2B 3 4A .Totals

.3 .-e r 0 9Q
'1 . 2] 81
1 8 '28

5. 76 74

Tablcr./Teachijr by 'tow; -McOiating Statements - Group. (1:1)
. .

1lon410i cat gorieS

Teacher'. 41.3 5A B GA 'GB 'Totals

I , 0 0

,2 1, o- 1 . 2

3 0 0 0. 0

0'

0

3.

4

0



b .

k.
,Mr# t"

../,
I. RAW DATAHTEACNER-TALK (cpnt., .,.

4! .

.Teaclacr by High-H4Lating Categoribs by Curriculum Area (UnstruOt. ay)

'Teacher .

1

2

.

3.

1'ata 1 s

.'

1
4

0
,..,,

e

.

4:
2A
7

0 .

2

9

.:' .2B

0

0

0

0

I

''

3

19

5 :

7'

31

'. 4A.

1Q

.1

5 .

22

,'
Totals

'46-

v

Table. 'reac) her by I1i.,0-Mcdlating Cdtegorios. by Curriculum Area Wroup Meetings)

Teacher ,;./.1.1 2A 2B 3. , 4A . TotalS
, 4

1 4:', 7 31 47 30, 90

2 13 4 2 .17 \ 16 5.2

3 9 1 .°` 8 .2 2 8

Totals , 24 20. - . c6 72 48 i 'r
Teacher

. Teachc

Tota

Low-Modiatin9 Categori:431y Curriccauth ?iron (ACa.clepic). .

.

4B
,

571 . 5B 6A 6B . Totals
. , .

2 l' 0 0 0 3

3 P .3 2 0 .. 16

0 . 2 . 8 . 0 . 10

5 11 11 '2 0 . .-

Table. Teaq by Low-MOdiatingcategories by Curriculum Area (Expresive Arts)

Tee cr 4B ./SA 5B -GA Totals

1 1 0 0 0 10
2 21

7

Ti 1:; 29

Air

,1:14

Tqble. or
*P.,!
kto oho r

r
2

3
rt

'11 r 11.
!t.

2 2 , 57

32 19 20- 4 89

69 30 22 6
L

11,

by .Low-Mediating C..,It-gorieS' 15y Curriculum Area (Unstruct
;
'Play)
c:..,

4B 5A 5B GA GB Totalp

1 . "2 1 .40 4 2 . 10
0 3 . 0 2 '0 5

8 7 14 1 1 31

9 12. \ 1 7 3

. .

pcher by Low-Mediati nu 'Categories 'by Curriculum Area (Group Meetings)

acrler. 413 5A 5B GA GB Totals

1 10 12 0 0 d 22
1 2 11 7 21 -,.7 3 ' 49

4.

3 3 G 9 4 . , 0 ' 22

.tn. 10 t a ] s 24 25 30 11
.


